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ABSTRACT ^ - . - ^ 

This is an evaluation study and final report on the 
Lenox Early Childhood Outreach Program for Parents (LECOPP) , a 
program implemented to correct educational problems among children in 
low-income families. Conducted from August 1975 through July 1975 at 
the Lenox Elementary School> the program focused primarily on 
training the parent to regularly provide informal learning 
experiences in the home for children from 2,9 to 3*9 years old who 
were eligible for prekindergarten classes the following September, 
The follow objectives of the program were established^ (1) project 
children will achieve better in school^ (2) the home environment will 
be reinforcing to the school environment^ (3) teachers will work 
cooperatively with parents in pinpointing and meeting children's 
needs^ (a) tutors will serve as models for parents as teachers and 
introduce preschool children to activities for increasing readiness 
skills^ (5) parent-teacher aides will provide valuable assistance in 
the Child-Parent Center and serve as liaison between staff and 
community, and (6) the project director will assist parents Ln 
modifying their expectations so that school and home goals are more 
harmonious. Evaluation methoas and procedures are ^escribed and 
teacher questionnaire and parent survey response findings are 
reported. Conclusions and recommendations are discussed. Appendices 
include both guestioiinaires. (MS) 
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CHAPGffiR I 
DESORIPTION OP THE PROJECT 

The Lenox Early Childhood Outreach Program for Parents 
XLECOPP) , conducted from August 1, 1975 to July 31, 1976 at ' 
the Lenox Elementary School, focused primarily on training 
the parent to provide on a regular basis Informal learning 
experiences in the home for children from 2,9 to 3.9 years 
old, who were eligible for prekindergarten classes the 
following September. The learning experiences imparted from 
parent to child were designed to mature perceptual, motor 
and cognitive functions in a way .which approximated the 
learning accomplished through successful mother-^chlld 
relationships. All parent-child Instruction in the program 
was casual^ informal and repetitive, and involved reading 
to the child, supervision of puzzle and block-bulldihg 
activities, sorting tasks, comparison, observation, 
enumeration, song and positive and' informal responsiveness 
to child questions. The Alpha Time and other developmental 
materials were used by tutorial trainees to establish 
rapport by engaging in incidental game-play/ After an 
Initial two month period of in-home tutorial, the approximate 
60 parents who worked with their children through the program 
were encouraged to visit a Child-Parent Center at '\^%%t once 



a week to work with the teaching staff on developmentally 
' arranged perceptual and cognitive tasks^. 

The larger goal of the project ^as to provide parents 
with the expertise to develop in their children basic 
perceptual skills necessary for meaningful development in 
a formalized prekindergarten an^ kindergarten school situation. 
The program attempted to nurture the potential of students 
from low-^ income 5 inner-city backgrounds by developing 
adequate perceptual, motor and verbal cognitive skills 
during the critical developmental period between ages two 
and five. 

The rationale behind the program was based on the 
observation 3 by Piaget and others , that formal schooling 
alone cannot compensate for the lack of stimulation in 
the home provided by the essential roles mothers play to i 
their pre^school children. Studies by Abbott and Sabatino, 
for example J demonstrated that by having low- income mothers 
function as teachers of their pre-school academic high-risk 
children, these significant gains were made: increased 
IQ scores, gains on th^j Frostig Test of Visual Perception, 
increased child confidence and the improved ability to 
listen to and follow directions. 

/ ' " .8 - 
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The LECOPP program was implemented to correct 
educational probiems among low-income children. The 
methodology of the program Involved an attempt to aler£ 
low-inoome families to , the educational needs of their 
.young children by including them In the s^chool^s activities 
and extending the purpose of the formal school situation 
into the home. 

Sample program activities with children included: 
drawing 5 cutting^ colorings pasting, completing simpre 
puzzles, designating over/under^ up/down ^ before/after, 
naming body parts and concrete items found in the living 
room, the kitchen, schoolroom and street, and training 
children to answer their age and sex when asked* 
Sample program activities with parents included: the 
development of home^teachlng activities, projects and . 
activities Involving family togetherness ^ training in story 
telling through reading and flannel board activities, 
projects correlating home and school^ the development of a 
school newspaper containing parent and center news, and 
developmental lessons in listenings speaking, perceptual 
and motor skills ^ mathematics and classifications so that 
parents might have an understanding of basic concepts 



motiTm-bing to children through their iiatural curlositys 

Twice weekly for not more than a half hour tutors taught 
I£COPP grants how to help their ehildren with the followingt 
shape reco^iitionj color disctimiimtiong vooahulary develop- 
•'Went, claasificationg tactile dipcrimtlonj hand-eye 
coordimtioni motor slcill development and oral comiunications. 
ActiTitias that ware observed "by parents < in the Child-Parent 
Center ware as follov/si 

la) o'bserved gtilded lessons in listeningg oral 

c^mimlcatlon and percpetiml motor ski2J. tralningi 
2a) observed and partloil?ated In all activities 

perfoiTOed with children^ 
3.) coordinated and plFmned follow-up activities su^ 

as rh^hmie games 1 
^b) helped develop conceptual hookiets for the childreni 

5, ) planned field trips i 

6, ) trained groups of children in jarbieular skiilsi 

7, ) eonstrueted peek-boKes and touch-ma books i 

a.) perfonaed flnget' plays with childreni ' .. - 
9«) played catch using bean baga/baUsi 
10*) trained to perfoni aU CPC activities. 
The laCOPP project attempted dwing iti first year to 
develop a closer relationship between ^rents and the 
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school; to demonstrate to parents their potential for 
helping their children develop; to instill confidence in 
children to develop a belief in themselves and their worth.,, 
as individuals through particlpat ion in an informal 'training 
environment* Signif tcantly ^ the success of the program 
depended greatly on parental cooperation; family crises or 
disinterested non'^cooperation could simply curtail at its^ 
/inception the positive results in child ^perceptualj motor 
and cognitive development intended by the program* 
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OBJECTIVES 



The following objectives were established for the 
Lenox Early Childhood Outreach Program ..for Parents: ' ; 

1. ) project children will achieve better in school 

. after sharing their first school .experiences 
with their parents in the training program; 

2. ) the home environment will be reinforcing to the 

school enviromnent^ and the number of low-achieving 
children will have been reduced by parental use of 
family resources to maximize the potential of those 
children; ^ 

3. ) teachers will work cooperatiyely with parents^ in 

pinpointing children's needs and meeting those needs; 

4. ) tutors will serve as models for parents as teachers 

and introduce the pre-school children to activities 
designe to Increase^ readiness skills; 

s 

5p) parent-teacher aides will provide valuable assistance 

in the Child-Parent Center and will serve as a ' 4 

liaison between the staff and the community; 

6,) the project director ^111 assisfi the pai^nts in 

J' 

.modifying their expectations so that school and * 
home goals can become harmonious* 



CKAP^R 2 
EVALUATION M)THODS & PROCEDURES 

Ttifi formative evaluation of the project had four mzAn 

1p To daeerlbe ajid aeeass tha extant to whioh pra*^ 
klndargartani low-incomaf innar^oity chlltopn 
Inereased their ppofieiency in the petfcepttsal, 
aotorf and vertaJL skills asaoeiated with Buecessful 
school lesLTOingf 

2m To describe and asBess the types and fTeqiieney of 
parental involveaent in activities designed to help 
their children develop school peadinesa skills i 

3, T© determine the overall effectlvenegs of the project 
in providing the children vrith inf omal learning 
experiences througti ihcreased parental training and 
cooperative efforts with teachers i 

4. To prepare an interim report and a final report that 
will provide the following information to progiram 
plfljmers and opeimting staff i 

A«) Clew? an4 concise infomatibn about the / 
program and its salient chaMCteristics i 

B.) p^metieal recomaenda%ions tl»t seen warranted 

in such areas as (1) strengthening parental 

involvement in the pro^«m, (2) improving 

the kinds ajtid seqtuencing of the readiness 

activities for children and pirents, and (3) 

improving the or^niBation for and service 

. delivery of the program. 
\ 13 
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In order to achieve these oTjjectives, the evaluators have 
used the intenml ©valuation provided hy the project director, 
a Teacher/Teacher Aide/^iractor's Questioimalre, a Parent 
-Questtomaire, on-site visitaMon by the project director i 
interviews with ^Lrents, teachers, project directors and support 
staff, and any availahle records 'at the project office. Copies 
of th; Baj or' instruments are attached as appendices. Each of 
these iM^ruments was carefully administered to avoid biases 
and to Baximise returns. 

AH interviews and observations were coi^ucted by the 
project director to assure m^lmra reliability of the data. 

Rest^ts of the Abbreviated Henderson EnTir omental 
leaCTiing Process Scale for parents bmSl the Developmentel 
GhecK-list for children (used by •fee project staff for q.\an» 
tltative eTOluation) were not obtained for inclusion in this 
report. However, the tests are included in the appendices. , - 

The project evaluator visited LenoK Eiiaeritary School ' 
rou^y six times from April tlurov^ May 19?6 to conduct on- 
site observations and in^ervlewi^Wth parents and project staff. 
At each visit new data was collected and often cross-validated 
with old data obtained tteou^ the InstruBen-totion procesB, 
Tq Mainlge retTunw, questlomialres were hand-carried to the 
school bjoSl personally collected by the project direotor. - 

No samples were selected for the questionnaires. With 
the exception of parent SMiples used for the interviews, the 
total population was small enou^ to be properly used at all 
other instaiwes of data collection. 

I 
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CHAPIER 3 
FINDING OF Tm STUDY 

I, a?eacher QueBtionnalre Findings 

During the year'," the staff Included one teaoher- 
coordinator, one teaoher-tutor' and three teacher-aides. 
However, of those fiye involved in the program, only three 
completed and returi^ed the questiomiaire* 

The proffpam coordinator was aft experienced teacher 
having the expertise heeded to train and direct parents , as 
well as the tutor and the teacher aides. The Innovative 
methods developed tiy the coordinator were adopted hy parents 
for working at home with their children, and set the tone of 
the -program throughout the year. In working with their 
children at home parents also used, with ^eat Buccess, , 
instructional materials developed in the program. 

Teacher ratings of -rarious aspects of the LEGOPP 
program are en\meM.ted in Tahle 1 « 

The manbers in the tahle represent the ratings of a 
teacher, a tutor and a teacher-aide for the particular 
items listed. Since only thrta of the five teachers 
completed the luestiomuiire, percentage calculationB in this 
case were deemed unnecessary as wen as possibly distorting. 
Therefore, percen-tegefl were not calculated for this p-oup. 

Id 



Table ,1 

OJeacher Ratlnas of the LECOPP Program 












£bccellent 


Good 




Partntal Involvemaat, 


.2 


1 




Parental Interest 


2 


1 




Family Particl^tion 


2 




^ 1 


Teacher Parent 
















Materials and Supplies 




1 


o 


jrareOT iraxmng 






• 


Home Visitation 


, 1 


1 ' . 


1 


Daily Schadula of 








Activitlea 


2 


1 




Facilities 


1 


2 





A S-P^l^l* Bcala was used to ratt the program« Since 
none of the respondents rated any item less than **av©ragti»' 
the table inoludes only the three hi^iit ratings on the scale* 

Two of the respondents rated the ^Jrental InYolTeaenti 
parental Interest, oommnnlty partioipatlont^d t dally 
eehedtQ.e of aotivitieg as exoellent. All three teaohere 
Indieated that teaohep parent eoopewttion was excellent* 

The lowest rating, with two "averages" and one "good," 
was made in the area' of materials and supplies • Althou^ the 
project was oonducted on a small scale that mininized the 
demand for supplies and Etoterials, administi^tlve delays in 

16 
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obtaining neeessary items seems to haTs had »oderately 
adverse effects upon project operations. 

Both the parental training program and cll,sflroom 
facilities received high rsLtings from the respondents, with 
two "good" and one "excellent" riting each. Although these 
ratings indieate an ancouraging response during the Initial 
year of pro'e^^ operation, a lack of concurrence in the area 
of home visltaiion su^ests that teachers either were somewhat 
unclear about the specifics of 'the- home visitations or that 
they were, to an extent i dissatisfied with procedures initiated 
for this component of the entire pro jsctv Ratings, for home 
yisitation were evenly divided, ii?ith one vote each in the 
three response categories, "exceilent," "good," and "average." 

Teachers were generally confident of student improvement 
to a "great extent" in a majority of the traits listed on the 
questioiuiaire. A complete ehiaaeration of the freqttency 
of teacher responses for each' trait is listed ia^ajable _2 — • 
Teacher opinion, seems to indicate that the program was 
beneficial to the s-hadent population at large, since the 
response category, "no extent," was left conpletely blanlc. . 
in the opiJiion of teacher respondents, students improved 
at least to some extent in all twiits. 

However, teacher opinion represented in Table ^2 
filso indicates that LICOPP students did not master all skillB 
equally well or to the swae extent. 





Table 2 








T^ftmeher Ratines of the Extant of Imtro 


^^ement In LEG DPP. St 


udents 

- 






Great 
Extient 


Mediuiii 
Extent 


No Extent 












a j 




3 








Understanding problems 


1 


2 










2 








2 


1 






eehool 


2 


1 \ 

\ 

1 




f) 
I) 


Personal laanntrs 
Dieolpllne in the elaas 


2 

3 ^ 


- 


h) 


Color reoomition 


, 3 




\^ 


4 N 




X 


2 


a) 


^l^^&'na ^ef* rt^rn i 1 1 Qn 


3 






k) 


Sittging songs 


3 


- 




1) 

m) 


Dancing to rhythm 
Finding ov/n iolutiona to 

V^vsnr4 1 ^^^^ 

prODJ^Bmis 


2 


1 

3 


■It 










mm 


o) 


Rslating storiee or . 
inoidant^ 




1 

1 




P) 


Good t&pis loannsr^ 




2 
*• 






Lajiguage 








r) 


Playing new gauie b 


3 




•at 


s) 


Ui^erstand direotions for 
**iksg^Qoiii aotivitiss 


1 


2 




t) 


Attitude toward sehool 


3 






u) 


Interest in ccmlng to school 


3 






■ V) 


preraJJ. ehild dtvelopmant 


.3 








Other (Speoify)« Ability to 
share & llva togtthtr with 


2 
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Teaehera indlca-ted the greatest aaourit of student 

Jjiprovement in the areas ofi voeabulary, discipline, color ., 
recosnltion, shape recognition, singing songs, observing 
things and events, language, new games, attitude toviard 
school, interest in coming to school, and overall development 
of the child. 

Student improvement was more nodeM.te in the areas of i 
imderst^nding problems , asking sensible questions, niaaber 
reco^tion, finding own solutions to problems, good table 
manners,. and understanding directions for classroom activities. 
Althou^ tdacher response Indicates the proe^mm's greater 
success in the affective areas, where there is the most student 
improvement in perceptual and motor skills, some teachers were 
equally enthusiastic about their student's improvement in 
other areas, and indicated that improvement in these^ other 
areas was also to a "^^eat extent." Consensus of opinion is , 
affirmative with acmB variation in teacher response. 

While a majority of teachers found improvenent to a 
great extent in tJie areas of cooperating with others, physlGal 
activities in school, persoMJ. awareness j dancing to rhythm 
and relating stories or incidents, some teachers discemed. 
oi^y sCTtte improvement in the same areas. 

Other student Ijaprovement to a great «tent was Bpeolfied 
as the ability to share and the ability to live together with 
dignity. 

19 
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Unfortwiately, the data provided in Sable ^ is 

insuffloient to daraw final conolusions about specific areas 
of the program curriculumt Teacher opinion is esptcially 
paradoxical in the area of verbal skills. Both vocabulary 
and language received the hi^est ra.ting from all threr 
responding •beachers, which suggests that the program is 
highly effective in the area of verbal sfcillsi Yet, if tLhls 
were entirely the case, the ability to widerstand verbal 
classroom dlreotions and phrase questions shQuld Imve received 
a more enthusiastic response from teachers. The Inclusiori of 
more items 'relating to verbal sMlls in the list of traits 
for appraisal might have allowed for a more decisive oonsluslon 
in this area. 

AH three teachers agreed that instructioiml materials 
developed by parents at home and under the supervision of 
the teacher-ooordinator were generally excellent. Finally, 
Table 2 si^fies definite student improvement in toe 
program, according to the opinion of three project teachers. 

Pre^«m teachers strongly recommended the continuation ^ 
of l£dOPP. One teacher, who worked with ^rents and their ^ 
children during the 1975-76 academic year, enthusiastically 
^raised the valmable role parents were asked to play in the 
I^COPP program I "After ten months of experience with this 
program, I have seen parents come to the realisation that 
they really have a ^rt in this society. 0,ur society needs 
Individuals who can hel^.to develop the minds ot children i 
therefore, this pro^-am. needs to be oontinusd." 



According to teachers, some of the salient achievements 
of -ttie program include i cOTmmiity cooperation, parental 
InTolTemeat in leaimng new teehniq.ues" for instruction of 
their Ghildren, and sucoessful cooperation and understandii^ 
aiaong the yotmg. students • 
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II, Parent Survey Response 

' The parent response to the survey was similar to the 

teacher response in many ways. Most parents reacted favorably 
to the program aM ^seemed to "be enthusiastic about program 
activities. 2k (54.5^) of the 44 parents originally enrolled 
' . in the program, 3Mtrticipated in the survey. Bteny of those 

' ;^rentB Mho did not reBpond to the survey had curtailed 
active participation sometime be fore the end, of the school year. 

Respondents are those ^ho participated mo^t actively in 
the program throu^out the year. 29 of the original 44 
parents did not have their own children enrolled in the program, 
but helped develop instructional materials for I^COPP at 
home* Only 2 parents who completed the ciuestionnaire did 
hot have a child or grandchild in the program. 

Parent reGpondents reTjresent eight school district areas i 
from Leno3C, John lyler, Ruth Webb, Brent, Seaton, Buchanan, 
Watkins and Edmonds 11 eaehtary; School a. While a 'majority 
of the parents came from tiw^inmediate LenOK nei^borhood, 
]^rental Interest in the prograa was spread over a wide 
geographical area. • ' ' 

At the end of the 1975-76 school year, apprwcimtely ' 
75^ of parent i^rtioipeaits were involved in the pro-am for 
one year or less. By and large parents were Infomed of the 
proem's existeMe by friendB, teachers or relatives, 
■ althou^ s<Mne came into the prog^mm after their own personal 
inveatigation« 

I. = I M 

ERIC 



Number & Pero ante^e of ParantaLl 
ReiDresantotion By School Distriots 










# of Parents 


■\ 

¥o of Parents 


Len^ 




58*2 


John Tylev 


2 


8.3 , 


Ruth Webb 


1 


k,Z 


Brent 


1 


4.3 


Seaton 


. . 1 ■■ 


4,2 


BuQhPTig.p 


\ 1 

s 


4,2 


Watkins 


1 


4,2 % 


Edmonds 


1 


4,2 


No Responsd 


2 


8.3 


Sotal 


: 


100, 



N a 24 
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Table 4 



Ma.lor Skills Learned By Parents Throiiak LECOPP 








SklUs 


rTeouenoy rsroenTsig© 




Developing Teaohijig Aids 


21 , 07 




Games and Play for 
Children 


23 • 95.8 




Teamvork with Other 
Parents and Teaohars 


2*f 100 iO 




learning Child Behairior 


22 91.7 




Arranging Group Functions 


13 . 5^.2 




Teaehing Aetivitles 


20 83,3 




Discipllniag Children 


15 79.2 




Singing Songs 


^ 2k 100.0 




Other 


1 ' i}..2 ' 





24 







5 






S^scla'l Peatores of ISOOPP Parents 


Liked Most 










— 




Frequency, 






WorJcing with Ghildren 


Id 






Early Training 


') 




J- 


En'tlte pro^mJa. 




12.5 ' 


if. 


parents and Children 
pro^aa 




3.3 


5. 


Teamwork with Parents 




8.3 


6. 


laaehe^rs Comli^ Into 
tha Home 


, 2 . 


8.3 


7. 


Togttharnees of Childraa 
aiiid Parents 


1 


if.2 


8. 


Natded in tht Oomnuni^ 


1 


if.2 



N ^ 2^ 

A nalority of parents (41.7^) appreciated moat the ' ? 
opporttaiity that lECOPP afforded them in working with their 
own children. I£OOPP provided ^^ents with expert and 
systeoatid guidanee to apprteiat© the role they night play 
in faeilitating children in their mastery of Jjapdrtant, 
fwidanfin'tal study skills. Tahlt 5 lists other major 
featwes of LECOPP' in* the" order or their" Impot'titt 

parents. . * , ■ 



/ Only Zlfo of the parental respondents teli©va4 that 
the project needed to t# e^^gtd, to provide for additibnal 
mtarials or the mpltmentation of the program in other 
sohools. 79^ the grants slthar had no opinion or . 
^opposed making any ohajiges in the program. 

Parents provided revealing Insights into their enthusiasm 
for the program I when they were asked to identify the ■ 
ohangea ttiey notioed in their ohildren» Table lists 
the freciuenoy and peroentage of , ^jent responses to l^ams 
indicating various aspeots of ehlld grovrth. 

The four areas in whioh a mjority of parents notiaed 
ehanges warei "ohsarva thlngB more** (87«5^)i "plays with 
other children'' (8? . J^) , ^interested in school" (8?#5^) 
BXid' "learned more words** (83 #3^). The remaining hahavl oral 
changes received a positive response from 50^ ov mora of 
the grants. . ^ 

Approximately 17^ of greats reported additional . . 
oharactarlsties such asi "sitting stiUf" "reaopiisirtg 
thijigs»" "Interested in cutting and ]^sting|" and "jlost 
shyness." Table 6 . si^ifies that MCOPP children r . 
have attained substantial skiU in peroeptmlV motor and 
verbal areas dtirijig their ^rtlcli^tlQn in the prograa 
throu^out the school yeart UibOPP also increased parental 
involvement in assisting children in the development of 
proper rjaadiness skills*, 

2 li 



/ 



N = 24 
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(Cable _b 

Frequ ency a nd Pero en cage of Parental Response t_o_ Child Orowth J-fcer^ | 

Frequenoy Percentagg 

^ . Ansv/er q.iieS"tione fastere 16 .66.7 

2. OlDserve "tilings more. 21 87*5 

3. More active* 1? 70^8 
If. Dance to rhytta* 18 75^0 

/ 5« Plays with other children^ 21 87*5 

6« Speaks, in complete . 

sentence 13 5^^ ^2 

7i" Recognises shapes. 1? , 70^8 

'8. Completes pu2;^las« 1^ 58.3 

9# Sings songs* 21 87*5 

10* Ask inquisitiya questions. 17 , 70*8 

11* Finds solutions to mm 

problems* / 7 ' 29 •2 

12* Oheys better. 18 / 75 -0 

13* Understands problems 

better^ 1^ 58.3 

lif. Good table mrnmars. 17 70*8 

15* Does coloring vfell* , 13 5^*2 

16* Interested in school. ,21 87*5 

17* Reoo^izes oolor&t^ .18 75*0 

18* Understands th© naaas of } 

different parts of the body* 17 70*8 J 

19, Rtms fai-ter. .13 5^ '2 

20* Learned more words* 20 83 •3 







Table 6 


(Continued) 






•equency and pQrcehtafr^e of Parental Response to 


Child Qrmvth Items 










*i ^ ^ 

j: rsciusiiU 


Jrercen uap^e 




21. Does not depend on me 
as much 6 


16 


66.7 




22 # Othex*s (please list) 








Ip 


Recogju.?*© things 
better in I^COPP 


1 








Sitting still 


1 






3. 


Interest in cutting 
and ^sting 


1 


if. 2 


i _ _ _ 


4, 


Lost shyness 


1 


4.2 



N a 2i{. . 

A frequency of 1 (U-tZfa) no response was made for each item. 
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Table 7 indicates a high degree of . enthusiasm for the 
innovative LECOPP prograiu. 70^ or more of the parental 
respondents rated 6 (^i-O^) of the 13 different program aspects 
as "excellent"! parental timinlng, LICOPP teacher coordinator, 
parental Involvement, pa.rent-teacher cooperation, team work, 
and teacher aides. Program aspects that received the hi^est 
parental scores were those items that most faoilitated the 
maximum amount of participation "by parents. 

The areas of food and field trips received the lowest 
parental ratings a However, 66.6^ of all parent respondents 
rated field trips either "good" or "excellent," and only one 
parent rated them as poor. Furthermore, this item received 
no response from 3 (12.5^) parents, indicating that it is 
perceived as teing less vital to the well-being of the program 
than other items, 5k, of all parental respondents rated food 
either "good" oi* "excellent," and no parents rated this item 
as poor. Again, 3 (12.J^) parents did not respond to this 
aspect of the program. 

Project personnel received exceUnnt ratings from a 
majority of the parental respondents. 15 (62.5^) of the 
parents rated the performance of the project director "excellent. 
20 (83.3^) of the parents rated the perfoamance of teacher- 
coordinators "excellent." Parents were more apt to have 
furthered aequaintance with teacher-coordinators than with 
the director throu^ participation in the program.' 13 (5^»2^) 
parents rated the lSGOPj=tutor-seGretary "exoelltnt." 
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TalDle 7 

Parent Qpliiion of LEO OFF 





Exoellent 


1 

Good 1 Avarage 


Below { 
Average, Poor 


No 

Respc 


1« Parental training 


19 


.79.2 


3 


12.5 


1 f 4,2 

i 




1 




2# LECOPP teacher- 
CQordirmtor 


£0 


^83.3 


k 


16.7 








I 




- 




3^ LECOPP director 


15 


62.5 




16.7 


2 


S 8.3, - ; - 


i 


3 


12. 


4* LECOPP ^u-'-jr- 
aeoretary 




5^.2 


3 


12.5 


! ; i 
6 125.0 I - ; - 


f 


2 


8. 








6 


25.0 


3 112.51 1 14.2 


1 f4*2 


1 




6. Ins true tional 
materials 


10 




10 


41.7 


3 jl2.5 


* 1 - 


i 

' ! 


4. 


7 • Parental 

inTolTement 


18 


75.0 


k 


16.7 


2 


i 8,3 




i 

S 






8« Home Tisits by 
LECOPP teachets 


10 




fi 


16. 7 


J 

5 [20,8 


1 

1 [4,2 


i 

! 
1 


fi 

4 


16. 


9 « Par ent-taaohe^ 
eooparation j 




17 


,70.8 


6 


25.0 


i 

1 5 4.2 


— 1 — 

1 










10 t Team work 




17 


.70.8 


. 6 


25.0 


1 


4.2 








1 - 






11* Commmity in- 
TolTtment 




H 


45.8 


5 


20,8 


5 


20.8 


1 


4.2 






2 


8.; 


12. Teaehar-*aldes 




18 


-75.0 


3 


12,5 


3 


12.5 








, - 






13 • Field trips 


i 


8 


33.3 


8 


33.3 


4 


16,7 






1 


4.2 


3 


12.. 


l^f. Food 






16.7 


9, 


37.5 


8 


33.3 






_ -.. — 




3 


12. J 

- 1 


15 t Daily sohedule i 
of activities j 




62.5 


8 


33.3 


1 

- 


4.2 










3 


1 

IZ.j 


16. Oiaier i 
























1 


1 

I 




7o 






# 1 






7o 











■ ! I.. - 
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No project personnel received ratings of belov/ average or 
poor, and no teacher-coordinators received ratings of less 

tlmn goodt 

Overall parental rating of the LICOPP program is good 
to excellent* Approximately 50fS of all parent respondents 
did not have any suggestions for iraproveraent, indioating a 
high degree of satisfaotion v/ith existing project procedures 
and strategies for educating the young with the assistance of 
■T^ents. Table 8 provides a complete listing of parental 
omendatlons for improving the prograia. For the most 
part parental recoroaendaltions pertain to increasing the 
extent of the existing program to include more finances, 
field trips, days of the program, aides and materials. 
2 parents suggested that parents should be hired to participate 
In the program. 

Further comment by parents was especially positive. 
Parents commented that the teacher discipline was commendable, 
that they were proud of the program and that they were impressed 
by the coordinator's ability. 
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Table _J 

Recommendations to Improve the Program 


1. No Response 

2e Finances for Program 

3, More, Field Trips 

Continue the Program 
5s More Days of Program 
6. Hire Parents 
7o More aides 
8* Additional Materials 


Frequency Percentage 
12 50*0 

1 ka 

1 iJ-.Z 

2 8.3 

1 il-.2 

2 8.3 

2 8.3 

3 12.5 


Other Comments 


1, No Response 

2, Teacher Discipline 
Coimaendahle 

3, Proud of the Program 

Impressed by the 
Coordinator's Ability 


i . 

{ Frequency Percentaae 
j 21 87,5 

i 1 ^.2 ' 
1 . if.2 

1 ^,2 
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CJtAPTER k 
CONCLUSI_pN_^_AND RECOM.TENDAJIQMS 



In view of th© findings, several recommendations are in 
order • These recommendations are positive and intended to 
further enhance the worthv/hile aspects of the program diiring 
the coming years 

lO The lacOPP program has oaptured the heart and soul 
of parents and the extended coinmwiity v/ithin the very short 
duration of its operation* No one associated with the program 
seems to be dissatisfied i in faot, the odnseneus of opinion 
is overwhalmingly anthusiaetic about the pro^mi aotivitiee 
for this irmovative pre-school pro-am* It iSt therefore i 
recommended that IgCOPP be continued for the next year with 
a full staff and well-ooordinatad aotivitieSi 

2«) Parental involvement wae the primary f actor for the 
successful operation of ^OOPP ^rou^out the school year# 
Parental participation was we3J.-»motivatad and dedicatad to 
the perforfflance of the ]^^ental role in faeilitating pre- 
aohoolers in the essential preparation for academic achievement 
in a formal learning enviroment* Pajrents provided children 
with assistance on a one-to-one basis that gave impetus to 
an inoreased leaiming pace and reenforced the entire learnii^ 
process. Some j^^ents voluntarily ^rticipatad in the pro^mm 
throughout the school year, everyday of the school weeki 
without any monetae support. NOTdnal remimeration is presently 
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provided for oriy t\^o of the parent aides participating in 
the prograini It igg theref ore| reaomnended that parents v/ho 
partioi'pate on a dailyg in'^school basis in the instruction of 
children be paid an incentive v/afle at a leYel no lees than 
that wage set as a minimi3m by the District of Colimbia* 
An incentiya v^age will be a motivating fact or for participation 
by some parents* Of greater importancet howeveri is the fiscal 
assistance that an incentive wage v/ot^d provide for parents - 
who otherv;ise couid not provide their valuable talent and time 
to participation in the prograjpa. Incimbent upon the Introduoti 
of an inoentive wage into the program, the present ''bus 
tokan" system of parent transportation should be curtailed* 
These changes in the present system of parental remuneration 
would tend to charga parents with even greater responsibility 
within the progroi* 

3») An imaginatlye and dedicated teacher coordinator 

i 

and a talented project director are chief assets to the program 
The efficient process of the propmm during the last year' 
caji largely be attributed to the interest and initiative taken 
by these two educators. Their achievement includes i the 
improvisation of materials and resources when timds were not 
available to procwe necessary supplies and eqiiipmentf the 
motivation of the program etaff to maximise efforts, even when 
some of them were not receiving their monthly salajryi and the 
inspiration of both parents and ehildrea throt^ careful 
presentation of ^oagiimtlve aiid valuable ideas and auggestions. 
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However, no provision was made in the budget for in service 
training for the project director i the teacher coordinator 
and the rest of the staff, when suoh a training oomponent 
woiild have increased the effectiveness of the faGUlty effort. 
Staff laemhers encountered eKtreme diffici^ty in ohtaining 
travel approval to attend professional conventions important 
for staff developient of imio'vmtive teaching methods 
It therefore t recoimended that provision be made in the 
budget for at least two in^aervioe training periodg and one 
Brofasslonal 6onference for prelect staff diarlng the coming 
year* In-eervic© trmining can be arrangad within the school 
building by inviting competent consultants to provide 
meaningfiil on-the-job training within a ralatlvely short 
period of time* 

if-*) Althou^ the I£COPP projeot was providad with a 
reasonabla budget i the project director and har staff 
enooimtered difficultias in the axpendltura of budget moniee 
for mny reasons. Budget sanction was obtatoad latar thaja 
expaotadi orders placed for materials and lupplles were not 
approved on time or sometimes v;ere misplaced i ordered materials 
often never arrived. For these and a host of other similar 
reasona, it was ^possible for the project staff to take 
full advantege of monies authorised for the projeot* Purthermore 
the tutor-secretary was not ^id a salary for the servloes she 
rendered to I£COPP» These fiscal problems ware tamacessai:^ 
as well as ftnistrating, and could have been avoided through 
the institution of more vforkable fiscal polieias for the 



the project p It is, therefore, recommended that the LECOFP 
pro.leot fimds b© Icept separate from the regiqar D>0. Public 
Sohools approprlationgi and tMt an acoount be established 
in a local bank from which the pro.ieot director t with the 
express authorization of the D>C> Schools ProGurement Offioe i 
cotild draw monies for expenditures required by prelect related 
needs* New fiscal policies for project management in the 
DtCe Public School System may be req^uired to implement this 
sort of fiscal autonomy ^ 

50 Project funds should be xmde available early in the 
school year so that all the necessary supplies SLnd materials 
can be aoguirad before the start of the school year and to 
allow for program operation from the first day of classes • 

6*) Presentlyt students are not selected for participatio] 
in the program according to any selection criteria. Interestad 
parents who have somehow heard about the pro^*Mi contact the 
school to enroll their children# This sor-^ of a selaction 
process oftan faHs to reach the most deserving children* 
It is^ therefore, racommended that specific selaction criteria . 
be established for children and their parents, and that these 
criteria be prJjited in bruchm^e annomoing the cQntiniiatlon 
o f IJECOPP in the naKt school year* This mode of publicly 
should attract more deserving and interested grants and childri 
to the progwja* . 

7.) Homa-atudy centers are an Interesting and especially 
innomtlve aspect of the ItECOPP program. Project itaff 

I. 
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members visit -the homes of children v/hose parents cannot 
come to the school on a daily hasis. The tutor-secretary 
visits these parents on a regiilar "basis for the purpose of 
dispensing teaching materials and nev; instructional ideas 
devised by the project staff. The home-study center component 
of the program provides an invaluable service to parents and 
children by enabling the maximrai dissemination of information 
to the LECOPP population^ Hmvever, one tutor-secretary is 
insufficient to meet the needs of approximately 30 parents and 
their children. It is. therefore, recoimnended that a second 

, full-tajne tutor be hired to work v/lth parents at home. 
This -person shoiild be -pro-perly trained by the coordinator and 
the present tutor-secretarv before being sent ou t into the 
field* An active IBCOPP parent might be especially well-suited 
to this new position. 

80 Child profioiency in perceptual, motor and verbal 
skills was measwed by means of Criterion Referenced Tests 
atoinlstered by the school psychologist • However, the results 

• of the pre and post tests were not available to the evalTrntion 
team, when -tiie ^owth level achieved by project children 
was of special toportance in coming to some ooiJLusions about 
the de^ee of progress efficated by project methods and 
procedures of instruction. Although both observation and 
interview techniq.ues of evaluation have revealed that the 
project children have grown aoeording to their age level, 
these gains cawiot be ascertained in measurable tems 



without the actual CRO? pre and post test score data. The 
lack of "release tme" for the psychologist to score the 
tests aM report the resTAlts has heen cited as the major reaso3 
for this deficiency. Nevertheless , the. CRT pre and post test 
score data remains the major measure of perceptual ^ motor 
and verbal skill. gains by program children. It is, therefore , 
reooTDmended that sufficient "release time "be provided to the 
authorised persons to interpret those test scores that can 
proYXde special insights into the tv^l extent of proCTess 
aohieved and are therefore of great interest /to parents , 
pro.ia ct staff t and the entire D^C* Public Schools System» 

9#) ^ffiOOPP made an impressiYe presentation at the 
D*Ct Public Schools "I976 Bioentennial Expo." The presentatioj 
was refreshing ^d higM-jr infowativ©, espacially to those 
persons interested in ppsitive aspects of their schools^ 
activities. Publicity for iimo'vmtlve programs such as LEOOPP 
through media and public displays is an excellent public 
relations effort. It is, therefore, recomended that the ■ 
project staff mai:© use of every opportmity to publicly 
display the salient aspect of the program ttoou^ aU the 
available charmels of ' comuni cations . 

•10,) The LEOOPP pro^mm provides parents with a sense 
of personal worth and belongii^, and relieves the tension 
and monotony of being shut away i'rom the rest of the world 
at home. For maJiy ^rents lECOPP is the only comiiuiity 
. i^mction to which they contribute. It is, therefore, 
recomended that I^ECOPP should proyide an increasingly <srftat eg 
opportimity f or , mren.ts to cooperate in OQmmunity aotivities, 
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disQuss problems and issues tha^t oonfront them, take leadarship 
in small oommim it y pronects, and above allt to educate theig 
youngsters t It is JHirther reooEm that at least one or 

t\vQ sQcial events be arranged during the academic year to 
p; ive parents the opportunity to demonstrate their artistic , 
home-^makinff g o poking and other talents , 

lit) Most Glassroom instruotion vms conducted in small 
groups vmose schedule of activities was properly sequenced and 
oriented tov/ard the developaent of affective and psychomotor ^ 
as wen as cognitive domains* ?roblem solving techniques v/^ra 
also i^ed in the I^COPP project. Parents v/orked as far aa 
/possible on a one-to-one basis v/ith ohildrene Discipline was 
superb, and student interest was unquestionably high* The 
tratoing pro^mm for the parents was adequate , providing them . 
with sufficient sldll to deal with their children in a benefioial 
wayi It is, therefore, recoimnended that the present schedule 
of activities be maintained, and that parental involvement 
be continued.; V/all organl^ad training progarams for both 
parents and other project staff win be a welcome addition to 
the program # # 

12.) Children from laban schools, surrounded by huge' 
office buildings and dilapidated tenements, often have omly 
limitad ©xposiare to the jmtural environment. Television ie 
a major source of ii^onmtion that gives a distorted view of 
the natural condition of maii and his enviroment. Ihe wban 
child is apt to have a liaited understan^ng of "Uie outer 
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worlds Very littli provision in LECOPP has been made 
for educational trips that open up the thinking and feeling ' 
of children to the real world j nature and its v/onders# 
The V/aahington area, imlike many Americaji cities , has many 
nei^boring areas supportive of interesting natiiral habitats, 
Buch as the extension of the C & 0 Canal area into Iteryland 
and parkland regions in Southern Maryland. It is, therefore, 
x^ecoramended that sufficient monies be allocated in the budget 
for out-of-town field trips for children and their parents. 
Field trips can broaden the limited viewpoints of children 
growing up imder limited oircumstances* . ' 

In conolusion, the evaluators felt that UECOPP is a , 
meaningful program that not oriy shoiJ.d be oontinued, but 
8hoiil4 be introduoad into other schools as well. The 
progrMi lacks adecLuate publicity and proper recognition 
within the school system. Not only were parents , given a 
sense of beionging and responsibility in the education of their 
own children, but the instructional staff also had an opportunil 
to become fittther acquainted with the educational needs of 
children and adults in the school conmuruty so that they might 
meet those needs through simpler and more aff active maans# 
It is the finding of this study that LECOPP has largely^ 
achieved its stated oblectives* 
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Ap'oandix A 

EVALUATION OP Tm 
lEmX EARLY CHILDHOOD OUTREACH PROGRAT^ FOR PAffilNTS, 
D.C. PUBLIC SCHOOLS . 

PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

( Direction I This questionnkirQ may be read to parants by the 
I^COPP teanher if they eaq^eriance any difficulty 
SLnd assist them to complete). 



1, Parent's Name (Optional) ._ — 

2. Iffliich is the nearest public elementary school to your home' 



3, How long have you been Working with I£C0PP7 



Years ^ Months 

if. How many of your children are now in the LEC0PP7 ■, 1_ ^ 

5, mo referred you to LlCOPF? / — I . ; 



6. WHlch of the following skills did I^COPP provide y^u with? 



( Check as m«iy as appropriate) 



/ 



.Developing teaching _„ Teachpig Activities 



aids * 



Qames and plyys for pis dip lining' children 

children. " ■ 

Team work with other ^Singing Songs^ 

parents ajid teachers . ' > ' 

V ■ m 

Leamiag child behavior _ 9"^^^ (Please list) 

^Arranging group functions ;" 
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?• mat do you like most about 'LldTDPP? 



8, Are there things which, you w6uld like changed?^ 



m you 



9 . '^Please check s^y of the chajiges that, you have 'noted in your 
children since they started with IffiCOP? 



Answer questions faster 

Observe things more 

: " More active 

Dances to rhythms 

Plays with other children 

Speaks in complete sentence 

^^^^ ReoogniEes shapes 

Completes pussies 

Sings Songs 

Ask inquisitive questions 

Finds solutions to ovm 
problems 



Obeys better 

Understands problems 
better 

Good tablemaraiers 

Does coloring well 

Interested in school 

Recognizes colors 

Understands the names 
of different parts of 
the body. 

Runs faster 
Learned more words 



^ Does not depend upon 

me as much 

Other (Pleasa list) 



10, How would you rate the following elements of LECOPP in view of 
your e3^erience with the program this year? (Please circle one) 

' Below 

Excellent Good Average Average Poor 



EKLC 



1. 


Parental training 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


2. 


LECOPP Teaohep/ 
Coordinator 


5 




3 


2 


1 


3. 


LECOPP Director 


5 


k 


3 


2 


1 


^. 


LEOOPP CDutsr/SaQretary 


5 
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4 


3 


2 


1 



Question No, 10 (Go|itd»..) 



Below 







Excellent 


Good 


Average 


Average 


Po 


5. 


space 


^ 5 




3 


a 




Q f 


I ns true t i onal N 
iteterials ' 


5 




3 


2 


1 




Parental Involvement 


5 




3 


2 


1 


8, 


Home visits by LECOPP 
Teacher 


5 


t, 


3 


2 




9. 


Parent^teacher 
cooperation 


5 ■ 




3 


2 


1 


10. 


TsBxa work 


5 




3 


2 




11* 


Community involvement 


5 


It 

/*■ 


3 


2. 




12. 


Teacher Aides 


5 




■ 3 


2 




13. 


Field Trips 


5 




3 


2 


' 1 


1^. 


Pood 


5 




3 


2 


1 


15. 


Daily schedule of 
activities 


5 




3 


2 


1 


16. 


Other (specify) 


5 


' 4 


3 


2 


1 



11. What reconmendations do you have to li^rove the progriua?. 



12. Other coinnentS;'r if my (Use other side if negesaary) 
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ATOend^c B 

EV^UATION OP THE 
LENOX SARLY GHILDHOOD OUTRIACH PROGRAM FOR PARENTS 

D.G. PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

t ' ir 

TEACIfflR/TEACIfflR AIDE/DIRECTOR'S QUESTIONNAIRE 



1. Name ffiptional) — — — 

2. Teacher ■ Teacher Aide Director (Check one) 

3. How long have you been working with UiCOPP? ^^^^^ , Months 

How would you rate the following aspects of LECOPP Program? 

(Circle one each) • . _ , -b - 

^ Exce- Good Average Below Poor 



a. Parental Involvement 5 ^ 3 2 1 

b. Parental interest 5 ^ 3.2 1 

c. Coimnunity participation 5.^.3 ^ ^ 

d. Teacher-parent cooperation" 5^3 2 1 

e. Materials a^d supplies 5 ^ 3 2 1 

f . Parent training 5 ^ ,3 2 1 

g. Home visitation 5 ^ 3 2 1 

h. Daily schedule of aotivities 5 ^ , 3 2 1 
1 , Facilities 



/ 



1 



-39- 

Er|c 44 



To what extent have the students in LECOPP progrsm improved in 
the following areas? 





Great 


Great 
extent 


Medium 
extent 


No e: 




Vocabulary 


3 


2 


1 


b), 


Understanding problems 


3 


2 


1 


c) 


Asking sensible questions 


3 


2 


i 


d) 


Cooperating with others 


3 


2 


1 


e) 


Physieal activities in school 


3 


2 


1 


f) 


Personal manners 


3 


2 


1 


g) 


Discipline in the class 


3 


2 


1 


h) 


Color recognition 


3 


2 


• 1 


i) 


Number recognition 


3 


2 




3) 


Shape recognition 


3 


2 


1 


k) 


Singing songs 


3 ■ 


2 


1 


1) 


Dancing to rhythm 


3 


2 


1 


m) 


Finding ovm solutions to problems 


3 


2 


'1 


n) 


Observing things and events 


. 3 


2 


1 


o) 


Relating stories or incidents 


3 


2 


1 


p) 


Good table maMiars 


3 


2 


1 


4) 


Lanffuafi:e 


3 


2V 


1 


r) 


Playing new games 


3 


2 


1 


S / 


unuers uEuia, uirecxions lor 
classroom activities 


'3 


2 


1 


t) 


Attitude toward school^ 


3. 


2 


1 


u) 


Interest in ooiaing to school 


3 


2 


1 


V) 


Overall development of the child 


3. 


2 


1 


w) 


Other (sBecifv) 
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6. In general, how do you rate the instruotlonal materials 
the parents have developed for their children? (Check one) 

Excellent_ ^ Average^ Poor^ 



7. Would you recommend that the program he continued beyond 
•this year? NO 

Please state your reason(s) for your answer i 



8* What are some of the main fe^^res ot the program that you like? 



9. Oliier recommendations or comments that you may havet 



> 
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Appendix G 



GROSS MOTOR DEVELOPMKT (stop when child misses 2) 
Runs 

Climbs up and down stairs alone 
Stands on one foot momentarily 
Walks a^ straight line 
Hops 

Uses altermte feat on stairs 
Catohes and throws beanbag 
Skips 

Bo\moes Ball 

FII^ MOTOR mYKLGPmm (stop when ohild misseB 2) 

Towers 6-7 blocks 
Stringa 3 beads 
Imitates block bridge 
Imitates primitive circle 

Imitates cross ' - 

Imitates square 

LANQUACT AND CONOEPT EEV^OPMINT (stop when ohild misses 2) 
Joins 2-3 words 

Najaas 3*5 pioturas , 

Gives full name and sex (boy, girl) 

Uses sentanoes 

Names 3-5 piotia'es by use 

Rota cowits to five 

Coimts five objaets 

JERCEPTUAL DEViaiOF&ENT (stop whan child mlssas 2) 

Sorts blocks of 2 colors aaeording to color 

Sorts blocks of 2 ii^as (large and small) aeoordiiig to size 

Follows two oomsteuids 

Sorts sqtaras and circles according to shape 
Sorts blocks of three colors acoording to oolor 
Matches three colors - 
Poll ©we three oosomarids 
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ABBREVIAMID IffiNDERSON ENVIR0NMEN5AL lEARNING PROCESS SCALE 
(Faotora II and IV, which aoooim-t for most of -tht 
■rarianoe in intsUaotiml psrformnc©) 



VALUING LANGUA^ AND SCHOOL RmTED BEHAVIOR . NEVER SOMTItffiS OFTEN 
How often do you read the newspaper? ■ 



How often do you explain to your child what 
BtipB must come first i second and so oni in 

doing some tasks? -v ' - , 

How often do you tell your child that ' , 
he/she has hehaved well? , 

How often does your child play houee? ■ g 

How muoh do you talk with your child at 

mealtirae? . ^ 



PROVID ING A SUPPORTIVE ENVIRONIffiNT FOR SCHOOL 

How often do you tell friends or family 
mtmbers ahout some clever thing your child 
has said? 



How, often does your child see you reading 
a book? 

How often do you ask your child about 
what he/she is doing while he/she 
is playing? 
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